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The purpose of this study was to determine perceptions of instructional leadership
behaviors from Mississippi secondary career and technical education administrators and
teachers in order to assist career and technical education administrators in becoming
better instructional leaders. This research was conducted for the following purposes: (a)
to determine which perceived instructional leadership behavior teachers consider most
important, (b) to determine which perceived instructional leadership behavior
administrators consider most important, (c) to determine if a difference exists in
perceived instructional leadership behaviors between administrators and teachers, (d) to
determine if a difference exists in perceived instructional leadership behaviors between
career and technical education teachers and school type, and (e) to determine if a
difference exists in perceived instructional leadership behaviors between career and
technical education teachers and their career pathway. This study followed a descriptive
and comparative research design.

A version of the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS)
developed by Hallinger (1984) was sent to 1,507 Mississippi secondary career and
technical education administrators and teachers, and 676 survey respondents were used.
Results indicate that both career and technical education administrators and teachers
perceive framing school goals as the most important instructional leadership job function.
Other results show that statistically significant differences exist between career and
technical education administrators and teachers in 7 out of 10 instructional leadership job
functions. No statistically significant differences were found between career and
technical teachers and school type. However, statistically significant differences were
found between career and technical teachers and career pathway in 8 out of 10
instructional leadership job functions.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) and the Carl D. Perkins Career
and Technical Education Improvement Act of 2006 reflect renewed accountability as the
focal points of educational legislation reauthorized in the 21st century. Both pieces of
legislation provide benchmarks that states must meet in order to receive federal funding
that supports efforts to provide a high-quality education for all students. The Carl D.
Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act of 2006, also known as
Perkins IV, is the fourth reauthorization of funding for career and technical education and
includes language that mirrors NCLB. Such language includes an implementation of
statewide assessments, reporting, and accountability of career–technical and academic
student performance. Additionally, Perkins IV offers programs intended to increase
higher job placement percentages.
With new requirements found in the reauthorization of the Perkins IV (2006)
legislation, it is imperative that teachers have support to aid them in the classroom. In
career and technical education settings, support is provided by the career and technical
administrators. The idea that career and technical administrators are instructional leaders
to teachers and students in their schools was eloquently stated in the following from
Instructional Leadership, (n.d):
1

Instructional leaders provide focus and direction to curriculum and teaching,
establish conditions that support teachers and help children succeed, and inspire
others to reach for ambitious goals. Effective instructional leaders understand the
difference between leadership and management and find time for both. (p. 1)
This chapter discusses instructional leadership and presents research relevant to
effective instructional leadership. The topics reviewed include Perkins legislation,
instructional leadership, teacher perspectives of leadership, and career and technical
education administrators. The statement of purpose, research questions, justification,
definition of terms, and limitations are also included in this chapter.

Review of the Literature

Leadership
Leadership has been defined in as many ways as there are researchers and authors
publishing works regarding leadership. Merriam-Webster OnLine Dictionary (2003)
defines leadership as the act of leading or having capacity to lead. Merriam-Webster
OnLine Dictionary defines lead as directing a course or directing operations, activity, and
performance.
Authors and researchers have created their own definitions of leadership.
Northouse (2004) defined leadership as “… a process whereby an individual influences a
group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p. 3). Burns (1978) defines leadership
as “... leaders inducing followers to act for certain goals that represent the values and the
motivation—the wants and the needs, the aspirations and expectations—of both leaders
2

and followers” (p. 19). King (2002) simply stated that instructional leadership is anything
that leaders do to improve teaching and learning in their schools and districts.
Leadership models have been created in order to help people understand and
evaluate leadership in a variety of different settings. Researchers, such as Bass (1985),
Burns (1978), and Katz (1955), have provided insights on different approaches to
practice. One of the first leadership approaches was the Trait Approach. This approach
was defined by a person’s characteristics or traits. A list of the most influencing
leadership traits was created, and if anyone possessed the same traits, he or she would be
considered a potential leader. Northouse (2004) noted that this approach evolved through
the 20th century, and it currently spotlights how important leadership traits are to
effective school leadership.
Katz (1955) developed the skills approach to leadership. In the skills model, Katz
stated that leadership skills are divided into three categories: technical, human, and
conceptual. Katz believed, depending upon a leader’s skill set, that a leader would be
more successful in certain leadership positions. For example, leaders who had high
human skill abilities would be able to work better with people and be able to get others to
work together. Katz believed these leaders would be most successful in a middle
management position in which managing subordinates is part of the job description. Katz
also stated that there were very few leaders who were high in all categories; however,
leaders should strive to excel in each category if possible.
The path–goal theory of leadership focused on enhancing employee performance
and satisfaction through employee motivation. Early researchers such as Evans (1970),
3

House (1971), House and Dessler (1974), and House and Mitchell (1974) (as cited in
Northouse, 2004) noted the goal–path theory in the 1970s concerning employee
motivation. Employee motivation research was used as the basis for this theory. The
theory states that a leader must take into account the subordinate characteristics and task
characteristics and then apply the appropriate leadership behavior when dealing with
different types of followers. The underlying assumption in this theory is the expectancy
theory, which states that people are motivated if they believe (a) they are capable of
doing the job, (b) their actions will be rewarded, and (c) their efforts are worthwhile.
Another component of the theory is that leaders must change behaviors as the subordinate
and task characteristics change. Leaders must be aware of these characteristics and
modify their behaviors appropriately in order to gain a positive outcome.
Directing behavior can be described as taking charge and setting the goals and
objectives of the task. The leader will need to be direct about what he or she wants to be
accomplished. Supporting behavior is seen as being caring on a personal level. As
Pellicer (2003) stated that leaders will need to support those individuals through personal
attention and actions. If a task is unstructured and the members involved like to have
control or input, leaders should apply the participative behavior. This behavior allows the
leaders to meet with the members involved so they will have input into the decisionmaking process. The last behavior is achievement oriented. In this behavior, the leader
does not have to do much but oversee the task at hand. Subordinates that fall into this
category do not need much supervision.
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Other leadership theories include Burn’s (1978) two types of leadership:
transactional and transformational. Burns described transactional leadership as the
relationship between the leader and his or her subordinates. Transactional leadership can
be identified through a variety of actions, such as teachers giving students grades for their
completed work, politicians winning votes because of campaign promises, and
supervisors giving promotions to subordinates for achieving or surpassing a goal. These
actions are low level and focus on the basic needs of the subordinates, such as food,
water, and shelter. In contrast, transformational leaders promote relationships among and
between leaders and followers that elevate motivation and morality among all
respondents. The author used Ghandi as an example of a transformational leader. Ghandi
was passionate about his beliefs and acquired a following of believers who absorbed his
beliefs. Ghandi taught his followers through his actions and words, which inspired them
to believe in themselves. Burns noted that transformational leaders grow just as much or
more from the experience as the followers do.
Bass (1985) expanded Burns’ work on transformational and transactional
leadership to include situational experiences and focus more on the needs of followers
rather than the leaders. Bass suggested that transformational leaders could be both
negative and positive. Bass also stated that transformational and transactional leadership
should be on the same continuum instead of separate as in Burns’s research.
Due to the overwhelming number of leadership studies, Waters, Marzano, and
McNulty (2003) used a meta-analysis approach to review 30 years of research. The metaanalysis included 70 studies that described leadership effects on student achievement.
5

Waters, et al. concluded that there is a significant relationship between leadership and
student achievement. Twenty-one leadership responsibilities were identified through this
meta-analysis as having an effect on student achievement:
•

Culture

•

Order

•

Discipline

•

Resources

•

Curriculum, instruction, and
assessment

•

Focus

•

Knowledge of curriculum,
instruction, and assessment

•

Visibility

•

Contingent rewards

•

Communication

•

Outreach

•

Input

•

Affirmation

•

Relationship

•

Change agent

•

Optimizer

•

Ideals/beliefs

•

Monitors/evaluates

•

Flexibility

•

Situational awareness

•

Intellectual stimulation

The authors also noted that this effect on student achievement could be both positive and
negative. Leaders must take into account their school climates and characteristics while
implementing a change in order to see a positive result instead of a negative result.
Leadership is the foundation for successful schools and has an indirect effect on
student achievement through various characteristics and actions (Glickman, 2002;
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Marzono, Waters, & McNulty, 2005; Weber, 1989). Glickman acknowledged the
difference between leaders of successful and nonsuccessful schools:
These successful schools have no greater amounts of time or resources … but the
difference is how time, focus, and structure are used; how staff development,
school improvement, and classroom assistance are used; and how instructional
leadership is defined and deployed. (p. 2)

Instructional Leadership
In the 1980s, instructional leadership research began to emerge. Hallinger,
Murphy, Weil, Mesa, and Mitman (1983) suggested that a principal’s instructional
leadership role could be divided into three dimensions: defining the school’s mission,
managing the instructional program, and promoting a positive school-learning climate.
The three dimensions contained 11 job functions. The 11 job functions included framing
school goals, communicating school goals, supervising and evaluating instruction,
coordinating curriculum, monitoring student progress, protecting instructional time,
promoting professional development, maintaining high visibility, providing incentives for
teachers, developing and enforcing academic standards, and providing incentives for
learning. These functions provide leaders with the standards for being effective
instructional leaders in their organizations.
Hallinger and Murphy (1985) cited Brookover, et al. (1982), Clark (1980),
Hallinger (1981), Leithwood and Montgomery (1982), and Purkey and Smith (1983) as
research indicating principals have an indirect effect on school effectiveness. The
principal was seen as the primary instructional leader within the school setting. In studies
7

reviewed by Hallinger and Murphy, few outcomes had identified organizational and
personal factors that impact instructional leadership. Additionally, there was no
instrument to measure these factors. Because of the lack of research for instructional
leadership before 1980, instructional leadership did not have a clear definition and could
not be promoted adequately and properly within a school district. Hallinger and Murphy
conducted a study of 10 elementary principals in one school district to identify
organizational and personal factors that impact instructional leadership and create an
instrument to measure those factors. Hallinger and Murphy collected two types of data:
data from a principal instructional management behavior questionnaire and supplemental
data from principal observations, teacher evaluations, school goal documents, and other
school-related artifacts. The questionnaire ratings reflected frequency, not quality, in
which principals were seen conducting the activity. Research findings suggested the
principals received high ratings in all 11 functions. However, high ratings differed among
the 11 job functions. For example, one principal may have received high ratings in six job
functions, and another principal received high ratings in the other five job functions. The
high ratings were not consistent for each principal across all job functions. The difference
was visible to the researchers due to the high standard deviations among the 11 job
functions. The results showed that, in general, principals were more actively involved in
managing curriculum and instruction than the literature suggests. Also, results showed
that principals did not generally view the students as a key audience and few made
regular efforts to maintain a close relationship with students. This conclusion was
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apparent in several job functions including communicating goals, monitoring student
progress, and maintaining high visibility.
Hallinger and Murphy (1987) published an updated version of the Principal
Instructional Management Rating Scale survey instrument. This instrument contained 10
job functions rather than the 11 job functions previously published. The updated
instrument also contained only 50 questions rather than 71 questions. The 10 job
functions are listed in Table 1. Hallinger and Murphy (1987) refer to their (Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985) original instrument for specific definitions of each job function and for
reliability and validity statistics.

Table 1. Three Dimensions of Instructional Leadership with 10 Job Functions

Dimension

Functions
within Each
Dimension

Defining the School
Mission

Managing the
Instructional Program

Promoting the
School Learning
Climate

Frame school goals

Supervise and
evaluate instruction

Protect instructional
time

Communicate school
goals

Coordinate the
curriculum

Promote professional
development

Monitor student
progress

Maintain high
visibility
Provide incentives to
teachers

Provide incentives
for learning
Note. Adapted from “Accessing the instructional management behavior of principals,” by
P. Hallinger and J. Murphy, 1987, Educational Leadership, 45(1), 56.
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The 10 job functions identified by Hallinger and Murphy (1987) were as follows:
1.

Framing School Goals: “This function refers to a principal’s role in
determining the areas in which school staff will focus their attention and
resources during a given school year” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p.
221).

2.

Communicating School Goals: “This function is concerned with the ways
in which the principal communicates the school’s important goals to
teachers, parents and students” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 221).

3.

Supervising and Evaluating Instruction: “A central task of the principal is
to ensure that school goals are translated into classroom practice”
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 222).

4.

Coordinating Curriculum: “School curricular objectives are closely
aligned with both the content taught in classes and with achievement tests”
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 222).

5.

Monitoring Student Progress: “Instructionally effective schools emphasize
both standardized and criterion-referenced testing. Tests are used to
diagnose programmatic and student weaknesses, to evaluate the results of
changes in the school’s instructional program, and to make classroom
assignments” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 222).

6.

Protecting Instructional Time: “Principals who successfully implement
policies that limit interruptions of classroom learning time can increase
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allocated learning time and, potentially, student achievement” (Hallinger
& Murphy, 1985, p. 223).
7.

Promoting Professional Development: “Principals can inform teachers of
opportunities for staff development, lead in-service training activities, and
support teachers through staff development and training that is linked to
school goals and monitor implementation in the classroom” (Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985, p. 223).

8.

Maintaining High Visibility: “Visibility on the campus and in the
classrooms increases interactions between the principal and students as
well as the teachers” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 223).

9.

Providing Incentives for Teachers: “An important part of the principal’s
role in creating a positive learning climate involves setting up a work
structure that rewards and recognizes teachers for their efforts” (Hallinger
& Murphy, 1985, p. 224).

10.

Providing Incentives for Learning: “It is possible to create a school
learning climate in which students value academic achievements by
frequently rewarding and recognizing student academic achievement and
improvement” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 224).

Hallinger and Heck (1998) reviewed empirical studies exploring the principal’s
contribution to school effectiveness from 1980 to 1995. During the review, Hallinger and
Heck found evidence that supports the claim that principals do have an effect on school
effectiveness and student achievement. This effect is small and indirect. Hallinger and
11

Heck stated that principals use several paths in order to affect student achievement. These
paths include school goals, school structure and social networks, people, and
organizational culture. Specifically, the principal’s role in shaping the school’s direction
through vision, mission, and goals was seen as a primary avenue of influence.
More recently, Hallinger (2003) concluded that 15 years of research have
provided findings concerning qualities of instructional leadership behavior, effects of the
school context on instructional leadership, effects of school leadership on the
organization, and school outcomes. Conclusions from the 125 empirical studies reviewed
by Hallinger include the following: (a) principals affect student achievement indirectly
through their actions, (b) principals set school goals/purposes as their most influential act,
and (c) principals align school outcomes with school structures and missions.
Other researchers have found relationships among instructional leadership
behaviors and successful schools. Sheppard (1996) conducted a study of teacher
perceptions of instructional leadership and school level characteristics using elementary
and high school teachers. Findings indicated statistically significant positive relationships
between instructional leadership behaviors of school principals and the following schoollevel characteristics: teacher commitment, professional involvement, and innovations.
These positive relationships existed at both the elementary and high school levels.
Sheppard’s study reinforces the validity of instructional leadership and suggests that
particular leadership behaviors contribute to school effectiveness.
O’Donnell and White (2005) studied relationships between principals’
instructional leadership behaviors and student achievement. The PIMRS survey
12

developed by Hallinger (1984) was utilized in the study of 325 middle school educators,
75 principals, and 250 eighth-grade English and mathematics teachers. The Pennsylvania
System School assessment achievement data for eighth-grade reading and mathematics
were also used. O’Donnell and White (2005) found that higher teacher perceptions of
principal instructional leadership behaviors correlate with higher student achievement in
reading and mathematics. A positive significant relationship was found with the teacher
perceptions in all three leadership dimensions on the PIMRS. Promoting the school
learning climate was the variable that had the strongest relationship to both reading and
mathematics assessment scores. Other results indicated that promoting the school
learning climate was a significant predictor of mathematics and reading scores based on
the teacher ratings on the survey instrument.

Teacher Perspectives
Blase and Blase (2002) examined leadership behaviors that have direct effects on
teachers and classroom instruction. Over 800 elementary, middle, and high school
teachers from across America participated in the study. The results found two themes
from the data: talking with teachers to promote reflection and promoting professional
growth. Effective instructional leaders talk with teachers to promote reflection by making
suggestions, giving feedback, modeling, using inquiry, soliciting advice and opinions,
and praising their teachers. Emphasizing the study of teaching and learning; supporting
collaboration among educators; developing coaching relationships among educators;
applying the principle of adult learning, growth, and development to staff development;
and implementing action research to inform instructional decision making are all highly
13

rated items from teachers concerning their professional growth. The authors suggested
these behaviors make the administrator more approachable and less intimidating, thus
creating a more effective school culture of behaviors that are expected and routine.
Taff (1997) studied teacher perceptions of principal role behaviors and school
effectiveness. Taff used the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS)
developed by Hallinger (1984) to assess the instructional leaders’ behaviors perceived by
their teachers. Taff also used a survey to assess the view of teachers concerning effective
schools. Surveys were given to 536 full-time teachers in 25 elementary schools in seven
school districts in southeast Alabama. This research found that teachers who rated their
principal high as an instructional leader also rated his or her school as a highly effective
school.
Marshall (2005) studied perceptions of middle school teachers and principals
regarding instructional leadership behaviors. The author surveyed 252 principals and 381
teachers in Texas public schools using the PIMRS survey to collect data. Marshall found
that no significant difference existed between the middle school teachers’ and principals’
perceptions of important instructional leadership behaviors. In this particular study, Texas
public middle school principals met the expectations of Texas public middle school
teachers when asked about instructional leadership behaviors of their principals.
Nix (2002) surveyed perceptions of Texas high school teachers and principals
regarding instructional leadership behaviors. The PIMRS instrument was utilized in this
study to gather instructional leadership behavior perceptions. Significant differences in
Texas high school principals and teacher perceptions of instructional leadership behaviors
14

were found in 8 of the 11 job functions: framing school goals, supervising and evaluating
instruction, coordinating the curriculum, monitoring student progress, maintaining high
visibility, promoting professional development, developing and enforcing academic
standards, and providing incentives for learning. Based on the results of the data,
perceptions of instructional leadership behaviors varied significantly among Texas high
school principals and teachers.

Career and Technical Education
Career and technical education is to prepare youth and adults to be productive
workers within the competitive workforce. Career and technical education programs are
provided beginning in middle school, and the programs increase in offerings at the high
school level and the community and technical college level. The range of careers offered
to youth and adults through career and technical programs is exponential. Career areas
include agriculture, trade and industrial, business and marketing, family and consumer
sciences, health occupations, public safety and security, and technology (Association of
Career and Technical Education, n.d.a). To support the program areas listed, national
funding, known as the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984, was provided
through Congress and has been reauthorized three times since its initial implementation.

Perkins Legislation
The original Perkins legislation, Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of
1984 (Perkins I), continued previous federal legislation supporting effective vocational
education programs in the United States. Perkins I was different from past vocational
15

legislation in that it included significant language on various topics: forming state
councils; strengthening state academic foundations with federal money; detailing services
to be provided for handicapped and disadvantaged individuals; implementing state
accountability reports; and developing measures for the effectiveness of vocational
programs. Perkins I also required a national assessment of vocational education to be
conducted and a formal report, including a summary and recommendations, be submitted
to Congress (Scott & Sarkees-Wircenski, 2008).
Perkins I (1984) was amended and extended by Congress with the passage of the
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1990 (Perkins II).
This version of the legislation provided the most funds ever allocated to career and
technical education and charged states and local schools with teaching the skills and
competencies needed for a technologically advanced society. Included in the charge was
the Tech Prep movement that enhanced articulation agreements between secondary and
postsecondary programs and a strong emphasis on the special populations student.
Statewide vocational assessments became part of the accountability process in Perkins II
along with a state 3-year plan on how states would spend the federal money received
(Scott & Sarkees-Wircenski, 2008).
Perkins II (1990) was reauthorized through the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Technical Education Act of 1998 (Perkins III). This legislation was Congress’s response
to a national concern that high school students lacked basic skills to enter the workforce
(Scott & Sarkees-Wircenski, 2008). This legislation gave states and local schools
requested flexibility in creating and implementing vocational programs. However, along
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with the flexibility, the federal government included higher accountability measures that
focused on student performance. Measures included program completion rates, placement
in postsecondary programs and the workforce, and improved gender equity in vocational
programs. These new measures forced states to create new plans and follow students
more closely. In addition to the increased focus on student achievement, Perkins III
continued the Tech Prep effort from Perkins II, provided more professional development
for administrators and teachers, and gave more support for career guidance activities.
The 109th Congress passed the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education
Improvement Act of 2006 (Perkins IV), which provided $1.3 billion in federal support of
career and technical education programs across America. Perkins IV included career and
technical education language instead of the traditional vocational education language.
Themes throughout the legislation included increased accountability, increased
coordination within the career and technical system, stronger academic and technical
integration, connections between secondary and postsecondary education, and links to
business and industry partnerships.
New additions in the accountability regulations for Perkins IV (2006) required
that local programs set specific performance targets on each performance indicator and
are responsible for achieving the targets. Each career and technical program must
maintain at least 90% of any performance measure for any core performance indicator.
Consequences for missing any performance requirements will result in local program
improvement or partial loss of funding, which may result in losing the program
completely. Local districts could accept the state performance targets or negotiate for
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more attainable targets according to their circumstances. Specific performance indicators,
including academic attainment, were changed. Academic attainment had to be measured
by a statewide assessment approved according to the requirements of No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). Graduation rates had to be reported by NCLB standards,
and technical proficiency reports included student achievement on technical assessments
as aligned with industry-based standards. Sanctions for local programs not achieving their
targets were enhanced to include withholding or withdrawal of funds if targets were not
met within a specified time period (Association of Career and Technical Education,
n.d.b).
Academic and technical integration was an area expanded with Perkins IV (2006).
The legislation required that more professional development that specifically addresses
the integration of academic and technical skills be provided to both academic and
technical educators. Professional development activities should be structured so that
academic and career and technical educators are working together to create lessons that
integrate both areas (Association of Career and Technical Education, n.d.b).
Perkins IV (2006) required that secondary and postsecondary education
collaborate in order to build programs of study that include the nonduplicative
progression of courses for potential career and technical students. Perkins IV legislation
stated that programs of study may be similar to Tech Prep programs, such as career
pathways already in place (Association of Career and Technical Education, n.d.b).
According to the Association of Career and Technical Education (n.d.b), the last
significant priority of the Perkins IV legislation required increased partnerships with
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business and industry. The legislation stated that supporting partnerships should exist
among secondary schools, postsecondary institutions, baccalaureate degree granting
institutions, area career and technical education schools, local workforce investment
boards, business and industry, and intermediaries. These partnerships should provide
opportunities for all citizens to maintain knowledge and skills required for the
competitive global market.

Career and Technical Education Administrators
The proper development of career and technical education administrators is
essential to the effectiveness of career and technical education centers and institutions in
America. Moore, Crudup, and Vander Wall (1992) quoted the report of the Panel of
Consultants on Vocational Education in 1963. The relevance of the statement is as
significant today as it was in 1963:
The leadership of vocational education will determine both its quality and
effectiveness. In a rapidly changing world this leadership must be dynamic and
forward looking, able to adapt its thinking to the constantly changing situation
which it faces. (p. 63)
Vocational education has changed since 1963 by providing students with a standardsbased curriculum, integrated academics, and industry certification available for
completers. Moore et al. stated that career and technical education administrators on the
local level are responsible for implementing these changes, thus making the requirements
of Perkins IV (2006) become a reality.
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Wonacott (2001) explained that leadership development of career and technical
education administrators is of the utmost importance due to the increased number of
administrators retiring and the increased demands placed on current administrators. Moss
and Liang (1990) reported that vocational education did not have the number of leaders
that were urgently needed nor was there a systematic effort to develop them. Olson
(2000) stated that at the local level, few school systems have made it a priority to identify
and groom potential leaders, despite a wave of impending retirements and chronic
difficulties in finding suitable candidates.
Moss and Liang (1990) suggested that career and technical education leadership
development programs should move from the trait leadership theory to a more
transformational leadership approach. The authors further explained that transformational
leadership is compatible with career and technical education due to its non-coercive
means in order to produce change. In transformational leadership, leaders motivate
employees to perform beyond expectations by developing, intellectually stimulating, and
inspiring them to work toward a collective purpose, mission, or vision.
VanderMolen (2006) conducted a study measuring the importance and frequency
of job tasks performed by Michigan’s Career Preparation System 86 administrators. The
job tasks surveyed in this study were recordkeeping, personnel management, school–
community relations, facilities and equipment, organizational management, business and
financial management, professional and staff development, instructional management,
student services, program planning, development and evaluation, and integrating
academic and career and technical education programs. VanderMolen described four
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types of Michigan career preparation system administrators. The four types include local
career and technical education directors, shared time career and technical education
directors, area center directors and principals, and community college deans. The author
found that there were few differences between job task and job type of Michigan career
preparation system administrators. Another finding noted by the author was little
difference between job tasks and the number of years of experience of the career
preparation system administrators.
Smith (2004) surveyed 26 effective local career and technical education
administrators in North Carolina. Electronic surveys were mailed to respondents, and
responses were categorized into four areas: leadership qualities, professional
development, recommendations for developing future leaders, and challenges ahead.
Analyzed results showed the respondents did not support a degree in career and technical
education administration; however, the respondents did encourage a formal leadership
program with a rigorous curriculum, mentoring, and a highly structured internship
program. Respondents identified the evolving role of career and technical education
administrators as a future challenge.
Moore et al. (1992) studied the actual and desired roles of local vocational
directors. The authors conducted a descriptive study utilizing the perceptions of 555
North Carolina superintendents, vocational directors, high school principals, and
vocational teachers on an 88-item job function list. Respondents were asked to rate their
perceptions based on the extent to which the local vocational administrator was actually
performing the task (current role) and should perform the task (desired role). Based on
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the results, all groups differed among themselves on the current and future perceptions of
the job functions of a vocational director. The high school principals and vocational
teachers differed more regarding instruction than in the other two groups. Vocational
director ratings revealed that the vocational directors believed the current level of activity
for each task was near the desired level.

Career and Technical Education in Mississippi
Career and Technical Education in Mississippi, better known in Mississippi as
Vocational Education, is uniquely distributed throughout the state. Vocational education
programs are offered in over 500 different schools (Mississippi Department of Education
Office of Vocational Education and Workforce Development, 2004). Each of the 82
counties in Mississippi has at least one vocational education center. Larger school
districts provide their own vocational education center for their students instead of busing
them to the county vocational education center (School boards authorized to establish and
maintain vocational and technical schools and classes, 1972).
According to Dr. Bruce Stirewalt, Director Emeritus at the Mississippi State
University’s Research and Curriculum Unit, (personal communication, December 6,
2007), vocational education is structured one of three ways within a local school district.
One structure is to operate an independent vocational education center that stands alone.
Vocational education centers obtain center status because they house five or more
programs that qualify the center for administrative services reimbursement from the
Mississippi Department of Education. Administrative services include a vocational
education director, counselor, and student services coordinator. Another structure is to
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have an independent vocational education center located on a high school campus. The
center also obtains its status because it houses five or more programs. It also qualifies for
administrative services reimbursement. The third structure is to have vocational
education programs housed within the local high school. These programs are not housed
in a separate center because there are less than five programs on the campus. Because
there are less than five programs, the administrative service reimbursement is not allotted
to the school district, and the supervision of these programs falls under the direction of
the high school principal.
Mississippi vocational education curricula made significant changes with the
passage of the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act of
2006. These changes were based on the concept of a career pathway. The Mississippi
Department of Education (2006) states that a career pathway is a broad category that
encompasses numerous occupations sharing a common theme. The broad theme allows
students to make more connections to real-life experiences while in their
academic/technical subject areas.
Mississippi has re-examined the educational focus for the state and the delivery
mechanisms in place for providing adequate education for all students. Pathways
have been established to ensure that students leaving the educational arena in
Mississippi will be prepared for the 21st century job market and prepared for
areas of employment where the demand for jobs has been projected. (Mississippi
Department of Education, 2007a)
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Figure 1 (Mississippi Department of Education, 2007b) below illustrates the
seven pathways available to Mississippi students. These pathways include Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM); Business; Construction and
Manufacturing; Human Sciences, Art, and Humanities; Transportation; Health Sciences;
and Agricultural Sciences.

Figure 1. Mississippi Career Pathways Model
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Summary
Studies on leadership indicate that leaders have an indirect effect on student
achievement through their behaviors and actions (Glickman, 2002; Marzono, et al., 2005;
Weber, 1989). Waters, et al. (2003) notes 21 leadership responsibilities including the
following: culture, discipline, curriculum, instruction, and assessment, knowledge of
curriculum, instruction, assessment, contingent rewards, outreach, affirmation, change
agent, ideals/beliefs, flexibility, intellectual stimulation, order, resources, focus, visibility,
communication, input, relationship, optimizer, monitors/evaluates, and situational
awareness. King (2002) noted that instructional leadership is anything that leaders do to
improve teaching and learning in their schools and districts. Hallinger et al. (1983)
suggested that a principal’s instructional leadership role can be divided into three
dimensions: defining the school’s mission, managing the instructional program, and
promoting a positive school learning climate. These three dimensions contact 10 job
functions that Hallinger and Murphy (1987) identify as being important. The 10 job
functions are frame school goals, communicate school goals, supervise and evaluate
instruction, coordinate the curriculum, monitor student progress, protect instructional
time, promote professional development, maintain high visibility, provide incentives for
teachers, and provide incentives for learning. These 10 job functions are identified
through 50 instructional leadership behaviors in Hallinger’s (1984) Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale.
By the implementation of the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education
Improvement Act of 2006, increased demands have been placed upon the career and
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technical education administrator. These demands include providing instructional
leadership to career and technical education educators in order to increase student
achievement scores on required technical assessments as aligned with industry-based
standards.
Statement of the Purpose
The implementation of the NCLB (2002) Act and Perkins IV (2006) require that
state and local school districts meet high accountability standards. According to Perkins
IV, each career and technical program must maintain at least 90% of any performance
measure for any core performance indicator. Consequences for missing any performance
requirements will result in local program improvement or partial loss of funding, which
may result in losing the program completely. Because of increased accountability for
career and technical education programs, career and technical education administrators
must be acutely aware of what is happening in their centers, but more importantly, what
is happening in each classroom. Career and technical education teachers need support
from their administrators in order to meet the performance measures identified in Perkins
IV. The purpose of this study was to gain perceptions of instructional leadership
behaviors from Mississippi career and technical educators in order to assist career and
technical education administrators in becoming better instructional leaders.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
1.

What perceived instructional leadership job function as measured by
PIMRS do Mississippi career and technical education teachers consider
most important?

2.

What perceived instructional leadership job function as measured by
PIMRS do Mississippi career and technical education administrators
consider most important?

3.

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional
leadership job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi
career and technical education administrators and Mississippi career and
technical education teachers?

4.

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional
leadership job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi
career and technical education teachers and school type?

5.

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional
leadership job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi
career and technical education teachers and career pathway?

Justification
Increased accountability for improved student learning has been the overall theme
of the educational reforms in the 21st century. Perkins IV (2006) requires career and
technical education programs to meet performance measures at a high level on multiple
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indicators. Specific instructional leadership behaviors have been identified as having an
indirect effect on increasing student achievement in academic arenas; however, limited
research has been conducted in the area of career and technical education. Also, it was
important to examine the relationship between teacher perceived and administrator
perceived instructional leadership behaviors in order to find and identify the barriers and
successes. Additionally, it was important to provide the Mississippi Department of
Education Office of Vocational Education and Workforce Development with the results
of this study. Potential areas of concern could be used as professional learning
opportunities for career and technical education administrators. The professional learning
opportunities would assist career and technical education administrators in becoming
better instructional leaders.

Definition of Terms
Career and technical education administrator – the person in charge of planning,
organizing, directing, controlling, and coordinating the career and technical education
programs within the local secondary career and technical center. The career and technical
education administrator has the authority in the administrative chain of command equal
with school principals (Saucier, 2004).
Career and technical education teacher – a teacher who holds a valid teacher’s
license and teaches a career and technical education subject area at a local career and
technical education center or local high school
Instructional leadership – Instructional leadership is anything that leaders do to
improve teaching and learning in their schools and districts (King, 2002)
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Career and Technical Education Educator – this term includes both career and
technical education administrators and teachers.
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CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods and procedures the
researcher followed to conduct the study. This chapter provides a description of the
research design, the population, the instrument used, the reliability and validity of the
instrument, the data collection procedure, and the data analysis.

Research Design
This study used a descriptive and comparative research design. Fraenkel and
Wallen (2006) defined descriptive research as describing existing conditions without
analyzing relationships among variables. Descriptive statistics essentially describe the
characteristics of a population and do not make inference about causes. Fraenkel and
Wallen also described comparative research as identifying whether relationships exists
between two or more groups.
This study investigated Mississippi career and technical education teachers’
perceptions of career and technical education administrators’ instructional leadership
behaviors, as well as the career and technical education administrators’ perceptions of
their instructional leadership behaviors. The study sought to determine if a difference
existed between instructional leadership job function scores of Mississippi career and
technical education administrators and scores of Mississippi career and technical
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education teachers. Additionally, the researcher sought to determine if a difference
existed between instructional leadership job function scores of Mississippi career and
technical education teachers and their school type. Lastly, the researcher sought to
determine if a difference existed between instructional leadership job function scores of
Mississippi career and technical education teachers and their career pathway.

Population
The target population for this study was secondary Mississippi career and
technical education administrators/high school principals and Mississippi career and
technical education teachers. Career and technical education teachers teach at either a
career and technical education center or local high school. The career and technical
education programs taught by career and technical education teachers throughout
Mississippi are documented in Figure 1.
Career and technical education teachers vary in formal education backgrounds.
Formal education backgrounds recognized by the Mississippi Department of Education
Office of Educator Licensure (2007a) include high school diploma, community college
certificate, associate degree, bachelor degree, and graduate level degree. All career and
technical education programs have corresponding licensure requirements that specify the
minimum degree requirements and additional years of work experience related to the
career and technical education program of interest. There are approximately 1,195 career
and technical education teachers in Mississippi.
According to Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) administrator licensure
requirements (Mississippi Department of Education Office of Educator License, 2007b),
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career and technical education administrators are former teachers who added the
administration certification to their educator licenses. Administration certification can be
added through successful completion of a graduate degree program in educational
leadership or through successful completion of an alternate route program approved by
the MDE. In addition, a minimum score approved by the MDE must be obtained on the
School Leaders Licensure Assessment. The MDE Office of Vocational Education and
Workforce Development (OVE&WD) provided a listing of career and technical
education administrators and teachers and corresponding addresses. Mississippi has
approximately 321 career and technical education administrators.

Sample
A sample was selected to represent the population of Mississippi career and
technical education administrators and teachers. The population (N) of 321 represented
the number of career and technical education administrators, including vocational
directors and high school principals. The representative sample size was determined
using the sample size calculator at http://www.macorr.com/ss_calculator.htm. Given a
population (N) of 321, 0.05 significance level, and 7.5 confidence interval, a sample size
(s) was determined to be 112. Therefore, 112 administrator subjects were an appropriate
representation of the population of Mississippi career and technical education
administrators. The researcher used the random selection tool within the SPSS software
to remove the 7 survey results from the 119 survey responses.
The career and technical education teacher population (N) for the 2007–08 school
year reported by MDE was 1,195. Using http://www.macorr.com/ss_calculator.htm, a
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0.05 significance level, and 3.0 confidence interval, a sample size (s) was determined to
be 564. Therefore, 564 teacher subject surveys were an appropriate representation of the
population of Mississippi career and technical education teachers. The researcher used
the random selection tool within the SPSS software to remove the 27 survey results from
the 591 survey responses.

Instrumentation

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale
The instrument used in this study was the Principal Instructional Management
Rating Scale (PIMRS) (Hallinger & Murphy, 1987). This instrument was composed of 50
questions within 10 job functions. Respondents were asked to answer each of the 50
survey questions on a Likert scale ranging from 5, almost always, to 1, almost never.
Two versions of the survey were used to collect instructional leadership behavior
perceptions from career and technical education administrators and teachers. The
administrator version asked administrators to answer each question based on what extent
they feel they actually perform the instructional leadership behavior (Appendix A). In
addition, demographic questions were added to the survey to collect data about the
administrator respondents. These questions include years of experience in current
position and years of experience as an administrator. The teacher version of the survey
asked teachers to answer each question based on to what extent they thought their
immediate supervisor, career and technical education administrator or high school
principal, actually performed the instructional leadership behavior (Appendix B).
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Demographic questions were added to the survey to collect data about the teacher
respondents. These questions included years of teaching experience and years worked
with current administrator. Permission was granted from Dr. Philip Hallinger for the
researcher to use the two survey versions (Appendix C).

Validity and Reliability
Validity and reliability of the PIMRS were provided by Hallinger and Murphy
(1985). Hallinger and Murphy tested the adequacy of the PIMRS instrument using the
following five criteria:
1.

Content validity - items making up each subscale of the instrument must
be relevant to the critical requirements of the job; each item assigned to a
subscale achieved a minimum average agreement of 0.80 among a group
of raters.

2.

Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) - subscales achieved a reliability coefficient
of at least 0.75 as a test of the instrument’s internal consistency, ensuring
that the instrument would be reliable for both research and evaluation.

3.

Validity (analysis of variance) - the subscales should discriminate among
principals; variance in principal ratings within schools was, in most cases,
less than the variance in ratings of principals between schools at a
significance level of 0.05.

4.

Construct validity (subscale intercorrelation) - groups of items within a
subscale correlated more strongly with each other than with other
subscales.
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5.

Construct validity (documentary support) - an analysis of school
documents related to the instructional management behavior of the
principals generally yielded instructional management profiles similar to
those obtained from teachers with the questionnaire. (p. 225–226)

The validity of this instrument was further validated through its extensive use in
other instructional leadership research. Cantu (1994), Marshall (2005), Sheppard (1996),
and Taft (1997) are a few examples of studies in which a researcher utilized the PIMRS
instrument in elementary and/or high school settings.

Data Collection
The participants in this study were those career and technical education
administrators, high school principals, and career and technical education teachers who
completed the PIMRS. A database was created to store contact information for each
potential respondent. To protect the confidentiality of the potential respondents, all
database data was stored on a password protected computer in the researcher’s office at
the Research and Curriculum Unit. A memo from the Mississippi Department of
Education’s Associate Superintendent, Mr. James Sardin, was mailed to 2,142 potential
respondents encouraging their participation in the online survey (Appendix D). A mailed
memo was used instead of e-mail due to the lack of a list that contains e-mails addresses
for Mississippi career and technical education educators and high school principals. Each
mailed memo contained a random code. Respondents were prompted during the online
survey to enter the random code. This code was matched to the same code held on the
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database. Once the random codes from the completed surveys and the database listing
were matched, the respondent’s database entry was deleted to ensure confidentiality.
A follow-up memo mailing to non-respondents left in the database was conducted
2 weeks after the initial mailing (Appendix E). Upon initiating the second memo mailing,
it was concluded by the researcher that one area of teachers was receiving multiple
surveys. The vocational family and consumer science teachers that teach multiple subject
areas within that curriculum were receiving four to six letters. The researcher consulted
the Mississippi Department of Education’s program supervisor for the vocational family
and consumer science area for advice on how to handle the duplication of surveys. It was
decided by the researcher to eliminate the following subject areas in the mailout database:
Child Development, Family and Individual Health, Life Connections, Nutrition and
Wellness, and Resource Management. The researcher kept the Family Dynamics subject
area based on the statewide delivery of that subject and the same teachers taught that
subject as well as the other subjects listed above. Any survey results submitted with a
random code with any of the subject area affiliations were deleted from the data gathered
by the researcher. After the removal was complete, a follow-up memo mailing to 1,175
non-respondents left in the database was conducted 2 weeks after the initial mailing.
The PIMRS and demographic data were collected online. The researcher used
zoomerang.com to administer the online survey. This service provides an online data
collection method via the Internet for a nominal fee. The responses from the online
survey, including the researcher’s demographic questions, were transferred from
zoomerang.com into a spreadsheet format.
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Permission to survey career and technical education administrators, high school
principals, and career and technical education teachers was granted through Mississippi
State University’s Office of Regulatory Compliance (Appendix F). The online survey
included the informed consent to participate in the study. The informed consent explained
that participation in the survey was strictly voluntary and that confidentiality would be
maintained for those educators who chose to participate in the study. No individual
names were reported. The researcher’s name and contact information was provided to all
respondents. The informed consent was the first item on the zoomerang.com survey that
the respondents saw before continuing. Following the informed consent, the respondents
were given the option to participate by clicking the appropriate radio button. By clicking
the “Yes” radio button, respondents consented to participate in the survey. Respondents
were asked to complete the rest of the survey, which included the entire PIMRS
instrument and demographic questions. After respondents submitted the survey,
responses were automatically entered into the database designated for the PIMRS survey.
The PIMRS instrument Web site via zoomerang.com was closed after the 4-week period
of response elapsed. The data was entered into SPSS 15.0 (2007) and analyzed.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:
1.

What perceived instructional leadership job function as measured by
PIMRS do Mississippi career and technical education teachers consider
most important?

2.

What perceived instructional leadership job function as measured by
PIMRS do Mississippi career and technical education administrators
consider most important?

3.

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional
leadership job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi
career and technical education administrators and Mississippi career and
technical education teachers?

4.

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional
leadership job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi
career and technical education teachers and school type?

5.

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional
leadership job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi
career and technical education teachers and career pathway?

Analysis
Data in this study were analyzed using SPSS 15.0. Because these scores on the
PIMRS survey instrument represent ordinal data, 5 represents Almost Always, 4
represents Frequently, 3 represents Sometimes, 2 represents Seldom, and 1 represents
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Almost Never, the researcher used a nonparametric test. This analysis is used when data is
measured on nominal or ordinal scales (Pallant, 2007). The Kruskal-Wallis test was used
to compare the means of two or more independent groups (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).
The Kruskal-Wallis test produces a chi-square statistic and asymptotic significance that
was used to determine if statistically significant differences were found between the
different variables. The researcher set an a priori significance level of 0.05 in order to
determine significance.
The researcher used the individual score results on each of the 50 survey
questions and computed an average individual rating for each of the 10 instructional
leadership job functions. The survey had 50 total questions that allowed for 5 questions
per job function. Then these scores were used to compute the mean scores for each job
function needed to determine the most important perceived instructional leadership job
function. The school type variable was identified in the data provided by the Mississippi
Department of Education. The seven career pathway areas were assigned based on
subject area taught by the teacher. Subject area data was provided by the Mississippi
Department of Education.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the research conducted to
determine the teacher and administrator perceived instructional leadership behaviors and
determine if relationships exist between perceived teacher and administrator instructional
leadership behaviors. This chapter begins with a description of the demographic
characteristics of the participants and concludes with the findings as they relate to the
specific research questions.

Demographics
This study identified the educational demographic characteristics of Mississippi
career and technical administrators and teachers. Respondents were described by the
following characteristics: (a) current position; (b) administrator number of school years
as vocational director/principal at current school; (c) years, at the end of this school year,
as a vocational director/principal; (d) years, at the end of this school year, that teachers
have worked with the current vocational director/principal; (e) years of experience as a
teacher at the end of this school year; and (f) career pathway. A summarization of the
demographic characteristics of the participating population can be seen in Table 2.
Of the 676 valid responses, approximately 83.5% (564) of the respondents were
teachers and 16.5% (112) of the respondents were administrators. Of the 564 teacher
40

responses, Business teachers were the most frequent respondents (26.2%) and Science,
Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) pathway area teachers were the
most infrequent respondents (3.0%). As reported in Table 2, 39.5% of the teacher
respondents had more than 15 years of teaching experience. Also, 32.4% of the teacher
respondents had worked with their current administrator for 2–4 years.
The largest percentage (59.8%) of the administrator respondents identified
themselves as principals, while 40.2% were vocational directors. As reported in Table 2,
33.0% of the administrator respondents indicated they had 2–4 years of administrator
experience whereas 10–15 years and more than 15 years tied for least amount of
respondents (6.3%). Similarly, the largest percentage (30.4%) of the administrator
respondents identified themselves as having 2–4 years as their current years as an
administrator and 10–15 years as the smallest response (11.6%).
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Table 2
Frequencies and Percentages of Mississippi Career and Technical
Educators Demographic Characteristics

Demographic Characteristic

F

%

Teachers (n=564)

Career Pathway
Agriculture
Business
Construction &
Manufacturing
Health Sciences
Human Sciences
STEM
Transportation
TOTAL

70
148
105

12.4
26.2
18.6

59
109
17
56
564

10.6
19.3
3.0
9.9
100.0

39
77
123
99
223
3
564

6.9
13.7
21.8
17.6
39.5
0.5
100.0

Years of teaching experience
1 year
2–4 years
5–9 years
10–15 years
More than 15 years
Non-respondents
TOTAL
Years working with current
administrator
1 year
2–4 years
5–9 years
10–15 years
More than 15 years
Non-respondents
TOTAL

116
183
142
72
48
3
564
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20.6
32.4
25.2
12.8
8.5
0.5
100.0
(table continues)

Table 2 (continued)

Demographic Characteristic

F

%

Administrators (n=112)

Position
Principal
Vocational Director
TOTAL

67
45
112

59.8
40.2
100.0

27
37
34
7
7
112

24.0
33.0
30.4
6.3
6.3
100.0

17
34
33
13
15
112

15.1
30.4
29.5
11.6
13.4
100.0

Years as administrator
1 year
2–4 years
5–9 years
10–15 years
More than 15 years
TOTAL
Years at current position
1 year
2–4 years
5–9 years
10–15 years
More than 15 years
TOTAL

Research Question 1
What perceived instructional leadership job function as measured by PIMRS do
Mississippi career and technical education teachers consider most important? This study
identified Mississippi career and technical education teachers’ perceptions of
instructional leadership job functions of their evaluating administrator. Of the 564 teacher
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respondents, framing school goals (M = 4.0831) was found to be the most important
teacher perceived administrative job function as shown in Table 3. Behavior statements
from the PIMRS for this job function can be found in Appendix B.

Table 3
Summary of Frequencies for Teacher Scores on PIMRS

Job Functions

M

SD

Framing school goals

4.0831

0.971

Communicate school goals

3.9584

0.984

Supervise and evaluate instruction

4.0094

0.969

Coordinate the curriculum

3.9528

0.991

Monitor student progress

3.7857

1.038

Protect instructional time

3.9944

0.902

Maintain high visibility

3.6005

0.998

Provide incentives to teachers

3.5898

1.172

Promote professional development

4.0382

0.952

Provide incentives for learning

3.8127

1.037

Research Question 2
What perceived instructional leadership job function as measured by PIMRS do
Mississippi career and technical education administrators consider most important? This
study identified the career and technical education administrators’ perceptions of
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instructional leadership job functions. Of the 112 administrator respondents, framing
school goals (M = 4.3736) was perceived as the most important job function of an
administrator as found in Table 4.

Table 4
Summary of Frequencies for Administrator Scores on PIMRS

Job Functions

M

SD

Framing school goals

4.3736

0.565

Communicate school goals

4.0409

0.642

Supervise and evaluate instruction

4.3068

0.517

Coordinate the curriculum

4.1732

0.734

Monitor student progress

4.1745

0.678

Protect instructional time

4.3518

0.612

Maintain high visibility

4.1105

0.694

Provide incentives to teachers

3.9818

0.767

Promote professional development

4.3705

0.609

Provide incentives for learning

4.0923

0.735

Research Question 3
Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional leadership
job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi career and technical education
administrators and Mississippi career and technical education teachers? This study
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identified the difference between Mississippi career and technical education administrator
and teacher perceptions of instructional leadership job functions. Analysis indicated that
7 out of 10 job functions were found to have a statistically significant difference. These
job functions include framing school goals (M = 3.8617, SD = 1.13118), communicate
school goals (M = 4.0278, SD = 0.93995), coordinate the curriculum (M = 4.0124, SD =
0.93756), monitor student progress (M = 3.8508, SD = 1.00326), maintain high visibility
(M = 3.7255, SD = 0.98535), provide incentives to teachers (M = 3.6779, SD = 1.12262),
and provide incentives for learning (M = 3.9065, SD = 0.99987). The job functions with
no statistically significant difference were supervise and evaluate instruction (M =
4.0147, SD = 0.92216), protect instructional time (M = 4.0247, SD = 0.87081), and
promote professional development (M = 4.0287, SD = 0.92318). Table 5 presents these
findings.
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Table 5
Summary of Kruskal-Wallis Test of Independence for Scores on PIMRS
x2

Asymptotic Sig.

Framing school goals

90.189

0.000*

Communicate school goals

11.855

0.001*

Supervise and evaluate instruction

1.664

0.197

Coordinate the curriculum

6.649

0.010*

Monitor student progress

10.646

0.001*

Protect instructional time

1.691

0.193

Maintain high visibility

57.226

0.000*

Provide incentives to teachers

13.905

0.000*

2.595

0.107

24.718

0.000*

Job Functions

Promote professional development
Provide incentives for learning
*p <0.05

The researcher calculated the mean difference between the scores of teachers and
administrators in the seven statistically significant job functions as shown in Table 6.
Analysis indicated that the teacher ratings were lower than the administrator ratings in all
seven job functions. The greatest mean difference was found in the maintain high
visibility job function followed by provide incentives to teachers, monitor student
progress, framing school goals, provide incentives for learning, coordinate the
curriculum, and communicate school goals.
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Table 6
Summary of Means of Administrator and Teacher Scores on PIMRS

Job Functions

Teacher

Administrator

Difference

Framing school goals

4.0831

4.3736

-0.2905

Communicate school goals

3.9584

4.0409

-0.0825

Coordinate the curriculum

3.9528

4.1732

-0.2204

Monitor student progress

3.7857

4.1745

-0.3888

Maintain high visibility

3.6005

4.1105

-0.5100

Provide incentives to teachers

3.5898

3.9818

-0.3920

Provide incentives for learning

3.8127

4.0923

-0.2796

Research Question 4
Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional leadership
job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi career and technical education
teachers and school type? This study identified the difference between Mississippi career
and technical education teacher’s perceptions of instructional leadership job functions
and their school type—high school or career and technical center. As shown in Table 7,
analysis indicated no significant differences were found in perceived instructional
leadership job functions among teachers who taught in a career and technical center
(vocational center) setting compared to those who taught at a high school setting.
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Table 7
Summary of Kruskal-Wallis Test of Independence for Teacher Scores on PIMRS and
School Type
x2

Asymptotic Sig.

Framing school goals

0.431

0.511

Communicate school goals

0.256

0.613

Supervise and evaluate instruction

0.244

0.621

Coordinate the curriculum

0.144

0.705

Monitor student progress

0.260

0.610

Protect instructional time

0.232

0.630

Maintain high visibility

1.675

0.196

Provide incentives to teachers

0.065

0.798

Promote professional development

3.111

0.078

Provide incentives for learning

0.001

0.974

Job Functions

Research Question 5
Is there a difference in perceived instructional leadership job functions as
measured by PIMRS between Mississippi career and technical education teachers and
career pathway? This study identified the difference between Mississippi career and
technical education teachers’ perceptions of instructional leadership job functions and
their career pathway. Analysis indicated that 8 out of the 10 job functions were found to
have statistically significant differences. As shown in Table 8, the statistically significant
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job functions include framing school goals (M = 4.0831, SD = 0.97071), communicate
school goals (M = 4.0831, SD = 0.97071), supervise and evaluate instruction (M =
4.0094, SD = 0.96902), coordinate the curriculum (M = 3.9528, SD = 0.99118), monitor
student progress (M = 3.7857, SD = 1.03776), maintain high visibility (M = 3.6005, SD =
0.99843), provide incentives to teachers (M = 3.5898, SD = 1.17219), and promote
professional development (M = 4.0382, SD = 0.95209). The job functions with no
statistically significant difference were protect instructional time (M = 3.9944, SD =
0.90234) and provide incentives for learning (M = 3.8127, SD = 1.03701).
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Table 8
Summary of Kruskal-Wallis Test of Independence for Scores on PIMRS and Career
Pathway
x2

Asymptotic Sig.

Framing school goals

15.826

0.015*

Communicate school goals

18.990

0.004*

Supervise and evaluate instruction

13.361

0.038*

Coordinate the curriculum

18.809

0.004*

Monitor student progress

22.326

0.001*

Protect instructional time

11.319

0.079

Maintain high visibility

14.501

0.025*

Provide incentives to teachers

14.818

0.022*

Promote professional development

18.887

0.004*

Provide incentives for learning

11.279

0.080

Job Functions

*p<0.05

The researcher calculated the mean differences between the scores of teachers and
career pathway. As shown in Table 9, analysis indicated that the STEM career pathway
consistency rated their administrators higher than the other six career pathway areas.
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3.7545
3.7297
4.1362
3.9758

Provide incentives to teachers

Promote professional development

OVERALL AVERAGE RATING

4.0167

Coordinate the curriculum

Maintain high visibility

4.0326

Supervise and evaluate instruction

3.8561

4.0091

Communicate school goals

Monitor student progress

4.1705

Agricultural
Sciences

Framing school goals

Job Functions

3.8156

4.0025

3.5582

3.5279

3.7229

3.7824

3.8908

3.8983

4.0235

Business

3.8610

3.9929

3.4802

3.6673

3.7948

3.9763

4.0673

3.8857

4.0020

Construction &
Manufacturing

3.8038

3.9207

3.4078

3.5559

3.6822

3.9593

3.9492

3.8983

4.0314

Health Sciences

4.1035

4.2939

3.9005

3.7643

4.0742

4.1623

4.2098

4.2290

4.3153

Human
Sciences, Art, &
Humanities

Summary of Mean Scores of Teachers and Career Pathway on PIMRS

Table 9

4.1562

4.1294

3.8941

3.7529

4.0706

4.4676

4.3294

4.2353

4.4118

STEM

3.5940

3.6935

3.2074

3.1667

3.7102

3.7102

3.7667

3.6343

3.7741

Transportation

Summary
In this chapter, the researcher presented results from the descriptive analysis used
in the first two research questions and the nonparametric analyses used in research
questions three, four, and five. Research questions one and two focused on what teachers
and administrators perceived to be the most important instructional leadership job
function. The findings were the same with Mississippi career and technical education
teachers and administrators. They both indicated that framing school goals was the most
important instructional leadership job function. This finding supports the conclusions
drawn from Hallinger (2003) and Hallinger and Heck (1998) that framing school goals is
an important instructional leadership job function and has a small and indirect effect on
student achievement.
Research question three findings concluded that career and technical education
administrators and teachers differed among their perceptions of instructional leadership
job functions. Seven out of ten instructional leadership job functions were found to be
statistically significant, including framing school goals, communicate school goals,
coordinate the curriculum, monitor student progress, maintain high visibility, provide
incentives to teachers, and provide incentives for learning. These findings are consistent
with those found in Nix’s (2002) study in Texas with high school principals and teachers.
Research question four found no significant differences between career and technical
education teachers who teach at a career and technical center or at a high school. These
findings were consistent with the findings of Blasé and Blasé (2002) where school type
was not a significant factor as opposed to the actions of the building administrator.
53

Research question five findings indicated that 8 out of 10 instructional leadership job
functions were found to have statistically significant differences. These findings were
significant to Mississippi because they may provide career and technical education
administrators with awareness of the teacher perceptions of instructional leadership job
functions as the implementation of the career pathway initiative continues.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a summary of the study and to present
conclusions from the data provided by the Mississippi secondary career and technical
education educators. This chapter also addresses recommendations for future research,
for improving the interaction between career and technical teachers and administrators.

Summary
By the implementation of the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education
Improvement Act of 2006, increased demands were placed upon the career and technical
education administrator. These demands include providing instructional leadership to
career and technical education educators in order to increase student achievement scores
on required technical assessments as aligned with industry-based standards.
The implementation of the NCLB (2002) Act and Perkins IV (2006) required that
state and local school districts meet high accountability standards. According to Perkins
IV, each career and technical program must maintain at least 90% of any performance
measure for any core performance indicator. Consequences for missing any performance
requirements will result in local program improvement or partial loss of funding, which
may result in losing the program completely. Because of increased accountability for
career and technical education programs, career and technical education administrators
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must be acutely aware of what is happening in their centers, but more importantly, what
is happening in their classrooms. Career and technical education educators need support
from their administrators in order to meet the performance measures identified in Perkins
IV.

Conclusions from Research Questions

Research Question 1
What perceived instructional leadership job function as measured by PIMRS do
Mississippi career and technical education teachers consider most important?
The results of the descriptive analysis for career and technical education teacher
perceptions of their administrator indicated that framing school goals was rated the
highest instructional leadership job function and providing incentives to teachers was
rated the lowest instructional leadership job function. Teachers’ perceptions indicate that
they perceive their administrator as being effective when framing school goals and least
effective at providing incentive to teachers.

Research Question 2
What perceived instructional leadership job function as measured by PIMRS do
Mississippi career and technical education administrators consider most important?
The results of the descriptive analysis for career and technical education
administrator perceptions mirrored the research question 1 results. Administrators’
perceptions of themselves indicated that framing school goals was rated the highest
instructional leadership job function and providing incentives to teachers was rated the
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lowest instructional leadership job function. Administrators’ perceptions indicate that
they perceive themselves as being effective when framing school goals and least effective
at providing incentive to teachers.

Research Question 3
Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional leadership
job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi career and technical education
administrators and Mississippi career and technical education teachers?
The results of a non-parametric analysis showed that career and technical
education administrators and teachers were statistically significantly different in 7 out of
10 instructional leadership job functions. These job functions include framing school
goals, communicate school goals, coordinate the curriculum, monitor student progress,
maintain high visibility, provide incentives to teachers, and provide incentives for
learning. Further analysis was conducted to find mean differences between career and
technical education administrators and teachers. Results showed that administrators
consistently rated themselves higher in each of the statistically significant instructional
leadership job functions as opposed to the ratings of their teachers. These findings mirror
those of Moore et al. (1992) who found vocational directors (career and technical
education administrators) believed their current level of performance was near the desired
level.
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Research Question 4
Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional leadership
job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi career and technical education
teachers and school type?
The results of a non-parametric analysis showed that career and technical
education teacher responses based on school type resulted in no statistically significant
differences between teachers who taught in a career and technical education center and
teachers who taught in a high school setting. Further analysis was conducted to find mean
differences between the career and technical center teacher setting responses and the high
school teacher setting responses. Results indicated that career and technical center
teachers consistently rated their administrators lower than that of the high school
teachers. These ratings were consistent in 9 out of 10 instructional leadership job
functions. The researcher concludes that career and technical center teachers may be
receiving lower quality of instructional leadership as opposed to the high school teachers.
These findings support the research of Smith (2004) who indicated that a formal
leadership program with a rigorous curriculum, mentoring, and a highly structured
internship program for career and technical education administrators is needed.

Research Question 5
Is there a statistically significant difference in perceived instructional leadership
job functions as measured by PIMRS between Mississippi career and technical education
teachers and career pathway?
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The results of a non-parametric analysis indicated that career and technical
education teachers responses based on career pathway resulted in eight statistically
significant differences. These differences were found in framing school goals,
communicate school goals, supervise and evaluate instruction, coordinate the curriculum,
monitor student progress, protect instructional time, maintain high visibility, provide
incentives to teachers, promote professional development, and provide incentives for
learning. Further analysis was conducted to find mean differences between the career and
technical center teacher responses based on career pathway. Results indicated that career
and technical education STEM and human sciences pathway teachers consistently rated
their administrators higher than that of the other five career pathways. Also,
transportation career pathway teachers consistently rated their administrators lower in the
10 instructional leadership job functions. The researcher concludes that teacher
perceptions of instructional leadership job functions vary among pathway groups due to
the majority of teacher respondents that have taught for more than 15 years but have only
worked with current administrators for 2–4 years. These two parameters may lead to
inconsistencies in perceptions from both administrators and teachers.
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Recommendations
This study focused on the perceptions of instructional leadership behaviors from
Mississippi career and technical education administrators and teachers and possible
differences between administrators and teachers. The results of this study prompt the
discussion of the following possible topics for further research:
1.

This study could be replicated in other states outside the state of
Mississippi. A comparison of the findings could determine perception
differences outside the state of Mississippi.

2.

This study could be replicated at the high school level in Mississippi to
determine if the gap in perceptions exists between career and technical
education teachers and administrators and high school teachers and
administrators.

3.

This study could be extended to include more variables including but not
limited to MS-CPAS scores, gender, age, teacher education level, and
administrator education level.

Implications and Discussion
The purpose of this study was to determine perceptions of instructional leadership
behaviors from Mississippi career and technical educators in order to assist career and
technical education administrators in becoming better instructional leaders. The following
implications for practice are offered based on the findings of this research:
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1.

Career and technical education administrators may benefit from
determining what the teacher perceptions are for important instructional
leadership job functions on their campus.

2.

Career and technical education administrators should take into account the
differences in perceptions of themselves and their teachers.

3.

Career and technical education administrators should take into account
differences in teacher perceptions among the seven different career
pathways.

4.

Career and technical education administrators may benefit from examining
the PIMRS and using the information to develop personal goals for
improvements and professional development.

5.

Findings can provide the Mississippi Department of Education Office of
Vocational Education and Workforce Development with possible
professional learning opportunities in the areas of significant difference
for both career and technical education administrators and teachers.

6.

A leadership program specifically for career and technical education
administrators should be researched and developed by the Mississippi
Department of Education Office of Vocational Education and Workforce
Development that includes a rigorous curriculum, mentoring, and
internships.
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APPENDIX A
PRINCIPAL INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT RATING SCALE
ADMINISTRATOR VERSION

66

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale
To what extent do you believe that these behaviors are important for principals as
instructional leaders? Please circle the number of the response that you feel best reflects
the extent to which principals should display these behaviors. Please respond to every
question.
Scoring: 5 – Almost Always; 4 – Frequently; 3 – Sometimes; 2 – Seldom; 1 – Almost
Never
To what extent do you …
FRAME THE SCHOOL GOALS
Almost
Never

Description
1. Develop a focused set of annual school-wide goals
2. Frame the school’s goals in terms of staff
responsibilities for meeting them
3. Use needs assessment or other systemic methods to
secure staff input on goal development
4. Use data on student academic performance when
developing the school’s academic goals
5. Develop goals that are easily translated into
classroom objectives by teachers

Almost
Always

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

?
?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

COMMUNICATE THE SCHOOL GOALS
Almost
Never

Description
6. Communicate the school’s mission effectively to
members of the school community
7. Discuss the school’s academic goals with teachers
at faculty meetings
8. Refer to the school’s academic goals when making
curricular decisions with teachers
9. Ensure that the school’s academic goals are
reflected in highly visible displays in the school
(e.g., posters or bulletin boards emphasizing
reading or math)
10. Refer to the school’s goals in student assemblies
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Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

SUPERVISE AND EVALUATE INSTRUCTION
Almost
Never

Description
11. Ensure that the classroom priorities of teachers are
consistent with the stated goals of the school
12. Review student work products when evaluating
classroom instruction
13. Conduct informal observations in classrooms on a
regular basis (informal observations are
unscheduled, last at least 5 minutes, and may or
may not involve written feedback or a formal
conference)
14. Point out specific strengths in teacher instructional
practices in post observation conferences (e.g., in
conferences or written evaluations)
15. Point out specific weaknesses in teacher
instructional practices in post observation
conferences (e.g., in conferences or written
evaluations)

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

COORDINATE THE CURRICULUM
Almost
Never

Description
16. Make clear who is responsible for coordinating the
curriculum across grade levels (e.g., the principal,
the vice principal, or a teacher-leader)
17. Draw on the results of school-wide testing when
making curricular decisions
18. Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it
covers the school’s curricular objectives
19. Assess the overlap between the school’s curricular
objectives and the achievement tests
20. Participate actively in the review of curricular
materials
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Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

MONITOR STUDENT PROGRESS
Almost
Never

Description
21. Meet individually with teachers to discuss student
academic progress
22. Discuss the item analysis with the faculty to
identify curricular strengths and weaknesses
23. Use test results to assess progress toward school
goals
24. Inform teachers of a school’s performance results
in written form (e.g., in a memo or newsletter)
25. Inform students of the school’s performance results

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

PROTECT INSTRUCTIONAL TIME
Almost
Never

Description
26. Limit interruptions of instructional time by public
address announcements
27. Ensure that students are not called to the office
during instructional time
28. Ensure that tardy or truant students suffer specific
consequences for missing instructional time
29. Encourage teachers to use instructional time for
teaching and practicing new skills and concepts
30. Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular
activities on instructional time
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Almost
Always
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?
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?

1

2
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4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

MAINTAIN HIGH VISIBILITY
Almost
Never

Description
31. Take time to talk with students and teachers during
recess and breaks
32. Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with
teachers and students
33. Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricular
activities
34. Cover classes for teachers until a late or substitute
teacher arrives
35. Tutor students or provide direct instruction to
classes

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS
Almost
Never

Description
36. Reinforce superior performance by teachers in staff
meetings, newsletters, and/or memos
37. Compliment teachers privately for their effort or
performance
38. Acknowledge teachers’ exceptional performance
by writing memos for their personal files
39. Reward special efforts by teachers with
opportunities for professional recognition
40. Create professional growth opportunities for
teachers as a reward for special contributions to the
school
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Almost
Always

1

2
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4

5

?
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4
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?
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3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

PROMOTE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Almost
Never

Description

41. Ensure that in-service activities attended by the
staff are consistent with the school’s academic
goals
42. Actively support the use of skills acquired during
in-service training in the classroom
43. Obtain the participation of the whole staff in
important in-service activities
44. Lead or attend teacher in-service activities
concerned with instruction
45. Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers to
share ideas or information from in-service activities

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR LEARNING
Almost
Never

Description
46. Recognize students who do superior academic
work with formal rewards such as the honor roll or
mention in the principal’s newsletter
47. Use assemblies to honor students for academic
accomplishments or for good behavior or
citizenship
48. Recognize superior student achievement or
improvement by seeing students in the office about
their work
49. Contact parents to communicate improved or
exemplary student performance or contributions
50. Support teachers actively in their recognition
and/or reward of student contributions to and
accomplishments in class.
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Almost
Always
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4

5

?

Please respond to the following questions.
1. Number of school years you have been vocational director/principal at this
school:
a. 1 year
b. 2 – 4 years
c. 5 – 9 years
d. 10 – 15 years
e. More than 15 years
2. Years, at the end of this school year, that you have been a vocational
director/principal?
a. 1 year
b. 2 – 4 years
c. 5 – 9 years
d. 10 – 15 years
e. More than 15 years
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APPENDIX B
PRINCIPAL INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT RATING SCALE
TEACHER VERSION
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Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale
To what extent do you believe that these behaviors are important for principals as
instructional leaders? Please circle the number of the response that you feel best reflects
the extent to which principals should display these behaviors. Please respond to every
question.
Scoring: 5 – Almost Always; 4 – Frequently; 3 – Sometimes; 2 – Seldom; 1 – Almost
Never
To what extent does your principal …
FRAME THE SCHOOL GOALS
Almost
Never

Description
1. Develop a focused set of annual school-wide goals
2. Frame the school’s goals in terms of staff
responsibilities for meeting them
3. Use needs assessment or other systemic methods to
secure staff input on goal development
4. Use data on student academic performance when
developing the school’s academic goals
5. Develop goals that are easily translated into
classroom objectives by teachers

Almost
Always

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

?
?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

COMMUNICATE THE SCHOOL GOALS
Almost
Never

Description
6. Communicate the school’s mission effectively to
members of the school community
7. Discuss the school’s academic goals with teachers
at faculty meetings
8. Refer to the school’s academic goals when making
curricular decisions with teachers
9. Ensure that the school’s academic goals are
reflected in highly visible displays in the school
(e.g., posters or bulletin boards emphasizing
reading or math)
10. Refer to the school’s goals in student assemblies
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Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?
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3
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5

?

SUPERVISE AND EVALUATE INSTRUCTION
Almost
Never

Description
11. Ensure that the classroom priorities of teachers are
consistent with the stated goals of the school
12. Review student work products when evaluating
classroom instruction
13. Conduct informal observations in classrooms on a
regular basis (informal observations are
unscheduled, last at least 5 minutes, and may or
may not involve written feedback or a formal
conference)
14. Point out specific strengths in teacher instructional
practices in post observation conferences (e.g., in
conferences or written evaluations)
15. Point out specific weaknesses in teacher
instructional practices in post observation
conferences (e.g., in conferences or written
evaluations)

Almost
Always
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5

?
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?
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5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

COORDINATE THE CURRICULUM
Almost
Never

Description
16. Make clear who is responsible for coordinating the
curriculum across grade levels (e.g., the principal,
the vice principal, or a teacher-leader)
17. Draw on the results of school-wide testing when
making curricular decisions
18. Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it
covers the school’s curricular objectives
19. Assess the overlap between the school’s curricular
objectives and the achievement tests
20. Participate actively in the review of curricular
materials
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Almost
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2
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MONITOR STUDENT PROGRESS
Almost
Never

Description
21. Meet individually with teachers to discuss student
academic progress
22. Discuss the item analysis with the faculty to
identify curricular strengths and weaknesses
23. Use test results to assess progress toward school
goals
24. Inform teachers of a school’s performance results
in written form (e.g., in a memo or newsletter)
25. Inform students of the school’s performance results

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

PROTECT INSTRUCTIONAL TIME
Almost
Never

Description
26. Limit interruptions of instructional time by public
address announcements
27. Ensure that students are not called to the office
during instructional time
28. Ensure that tardy or truant students suffer specific
consequences for missing instructional time
29. Encourage teachers to use instructional time for
teaching and practicing new skills and concepts
30. Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular
activities on instructional time

Almost
Always
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4

5

?
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?
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5

?
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5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

MAINTAIN HIGH VISIBILITY
Almost
Never

Description
31. Take time to talk with students and teachers during
recess and breaks
32. Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with
teachers and students
33. Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricular
activities
34. Cover classes for teachers until a late or substitute
teacher arrives
35. Tutor students or provide direct instruction to
classes
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Almost
Always
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?

1

2

3

4

5

?
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?
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5

?

1

2
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5

?

PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS
Almost
Never

Description
36. Reinforce superior performance by teachers in staff
meetings, newsletters, and/or memos
37. Compliment teachers privately for their effort or
performance
38. Acknowledge teachers’ exceptional performance
by writing memos for their personal files
39. Reward special efforts by teachers with
opportunities for professional recognition
40. Create professional growth opportunities for
teachers as a reward for special contributions to the
school

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

PROMOTE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Almost
Never

Description

41. Ensure that in-service activities attended by the
staff are consistent with the school’s academic
goals
42. Actively support the use of skills acquired during
in-service training in the classroom
43. Obtain the participation of the whole staff in
important in-service activities
44. Lead or attend teacher in-service activities
concerned with instruction
45. Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers to
share ideas or information from in-service activities
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Almost
Always
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?
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2
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5

?

1

2

3
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5

?

PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR LEARNING
Almost
Never

Description
46. Recognize students who do superior academic
work with formal rewards such as the honor roll or
mention in the principal’s newsletter
47. Use assemblies to honor students for academic
accomplishments or for good behavior or
citizenship
48. Recognize superior student achievement or
improvement by seeing students in the office about
their work
49. Contact parents to communicate improved or
exemplary student performance or contributions
50. Support teachers actively in their recognition
and/or reward of student contributions to and
accomplishments in class.

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

?

1
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3

4

5

?
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2

3

4

5

?

1

2

3

4

5

?

Please respond to the following questions.
1. Years, at the end of this school year, that you have worked with the current
vocational director/principal?
a. 1 year
b. 2 – 4 years
c. 5 – 9 years
d. 10 – 15 years
e. More than 15 years
2. Years experience as a teacher at the end of this school year:
a. 1 year
b. 2 – 4 years
c. 5 – 9 years
d. 10 – 15 years
e. More than 15 years
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APPENDIX C
APPROVAL LETTER TO USE PRINCIPAL INSTRUCTIONAL
MANAGEMENT RATING SCALE
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APPENDIX D
INITIAL MAILED SURVEY MEMORANDUM
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MEMORANDUM #08.280
TO:

Mississippi Vocational and Technical Educators

FROM: James E. Sardin, Associate State Superintendent
Mississippi Department of Education
DATE: April 14, 2008
RE:

Instructional Leadership Survey

As we strive to improve vocational and technical education in Mississippi, it is critical
that we support research endeavors that further this shared vision of the educational
future of our state. Research is a key component of our efforts to provide more
opportunities for Mississippi students to excel in educational and workforce
environments and to provide instructional leadership for educators in the career and
technical arena.
In working toward that goal of supporting the effort of researchers in our state, I urge you
to assist Mississippi State University Research and Curriculum Unit’s undertaking to
explore the relationships of perceptions of career and technical secondary educators and
administrators in the state. This guided research is intended to help equip administrators
with the tools they need to assist their educators in meeting the high accountability
standards and performance measures mandated by Perkins IV and No Child Left Behind
legislation.
I ask that each of you take a few minutes of your time to support this important research
by completing the survey at the following site:
http://cia.rcu.msstate.edu/pl/leadershipsurvey. If you have any questions or problems
with the survey, please contact Leanne Freeman Long at 662.325.2510 or
leanne.long@rcu.msstate.edu.
Thank you for your prompt attention in this matter.
Random Code #: «Random_Code»
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APPENDIX E
FOLLOW-UP MAILED SURVEY MEMORANDUM
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MEMORANDUM #08.280B
TO:

Mississippi Vocational and Technical Educators

FROM: James E. Sardin, Associate State Superintendent
Mississippi Department of Education
DATE: May 14, 2008
RE:

Instructional Leadership Survey Reminder

A couple of weeks ago, I sent a memo requesting your completion of an instructional
leadership survey. Our records indicate that you have not yet completed the survey. I
exhort you to take a few moments of your time to assist in the kind of research that
strives to improve the quality of education for Mississippi students and the educational
environments of Mississippi educators.
In working toward the goal of supporting the effort of researchers in our state, I urge you
to assist Mississippi State University Research and Curriculum Unit’s undertaking to
explore the relationships of perceptions of career and technical secondary educators and
administrators in the state. This guided research is intended to help equip administrators
with the tools they need to assist their educators in meeting the high accountability
standards and performance measures mandated by Perkins IV and No Child Left Behind
legislation.
I ask that you take a few minutes to support this important research by completing the
survey at the following site: http://cia.rcu.msstate.edu/pl/leadershipsurvey. If you have
any questions or problems with the survey, please contact Leanne Freeman Long at
662.325.2510 or leanne.long@rcu.msstate.edu.
Thank you for your prompt attention in this matter.
Random Code: «Random_Code»
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APPENDIX F
IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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